This article addresses the issue of socio-demographic factors of becoming NEET, i.e. dropping out of employment, education or training for individuals aged 15-24. Empirical analysis was based on the micro-data of Russian Labour Force Survey (LFS) by Federal State Statistics Service for 1995-2015. The paper introduces the results of the analysis of the impact of education on NEET status, which were conducted for Russia on the basis of regression estimations for the first time. Contrary to previous studies, higher education doesn't provide a universal "safety net" from NEET status for all young people. NEET-unemployed youth in Russia mainly have tertiary education of one level or another, while NEET inactivity is concentrated among those who have only primary education and the size of the effect becomes even more pronounced for rural residents and females.
Introduction
The smooth transition of young people from study to work is one of the hot policy issues in all developed and transition countries. Youth unemployment rates exceeding 2-3 times the overall average rates are worrisome [Youth unemployment rate, 2016; OECD Employment Outlook 2016] . However, the conventionally measured unemployment rate has the total labour force size as the denominator which usually is not numerous in these ages. This inflates unemployment estimates and ignores large non-participation. Meanwhile, many young people are engaged into full-time education or training and therefore are legitimately out of the labour force. In this context, the variable counting those young people who are not in employment, education or training -the so-called NEET group -becomes an alternative to the conventional definition of unemployment. The size of the group varies from 7% to 20% of those aged 15-24 in different countries.
NEET status may have a number of long-term consequences for life trajectories. Among them are poorer chances of finding permanent employment, a higher risk of poverty and lower levels of well-being, [Coles et al., 2002; Eurofound, 2012] . It can also lead to problems with physical and mental health, increase the propensity for criminal activities [OECD, 2010] , substance abuse [Coles et al., 2002] , and lower the level of trust in social institutions [Alfieri et al., 2015] . Half of young NEETs in the UK have never worked; they have a very high risk of remaining unemployed in the medium term and being low paid in the long term [Wadsworth, 2013] . In this respect the NEET category marks various forms of youth exclusion, i.e.
"joblessness" [OECD, 2010] , "youth left behind" [Scarpetta et al., 2010] and problems in the transition from school to work [OECD, 2013] .
Studies in Europe and USA show that lack of human capital (education, qualifications and skills) is a major risk factor for becoming a NEET. Lower education levels increase the risk of becoming a NEET, and the NEET phenomenon is closely related to early school leaving [European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2016.] . For example, in Scotland around one third of early school leavers experience periods of being a NEET over the three postschool years [Croxford, Raffe, 2000] .
Russia is not on the map of rigorous NEET studies, though the issue of school to work transition remains quite relevant. Higher education significantly increases employment rates of graduates and shortens the period of job search. The combination of study and work brings substantial additional benefits to graduates compared to those who don't have labour market experience during education [Varshavskaya, 2016a; Roshchin, Rudakov, 2014] . All these make the analysis of those who dropped out from of education and the labour market even more 4 important since the size of the group in 2015 was 12% of all young people aged 15-24 years [Zudina, 2017] .
However existing studies of Russian NEET youth are mostly descriptive [Varshavskaya 2016; Blinova, Vyalshina, 2016; Zudina, 2017] and discuss only general trends in NEET dynamics and characteristics. As a result there are no available estimates of the impact of education on NEET enrolment ceteris paribus, which would contribute to the existing discussion on how human capital influences NEET youth using Russian data. This paper fills this gap in our understanding of Russian NEET. It introduces the human capital point of view to the analysis of Russian NEET using the most comprehensive data set of the Russian LFS for the period of 1995-2015. The paper presents regression estimates of the impact of education on NEET status, conducted for Russia for the first time.
The results show that during 1995-2015 the share of NEET youth decreased constantly and dynamics of NEET rates didn't respond to any negative macroeconomic shocks of the 2000s. The NEET-unemployment rates fell from 9% in 1995 to 5% in 2015 and NEET-inactive rates decreased from 10% in 1995 to 7% in 2015. The decline of NEET rates came as a result of the intensive absorption of the Russian youth by the educational system from 40% in 1995 to 62% in 2015.
The inactive state remained the predominant type of the NEET youth. Major risks of NEET-inactivity are concentrated among those who have only primary education; and the size of the effect becomes even more pronounced for rural residents and females. In this respect university education significantly reduces the probability of becoming an out of labour force NEET.
In 2015 the NEET-unemployment rates for 15-19 year-olds were 14-19 times lower than the conventionally measured unemployment rates highlighting the benefits of the NEET approach to the analysis of the youth labour market. The corresponding gap between NEET and ILO unemployment rates for young people aged 20-24 was about 2-2,5 times. Subsequently, the rate of Russian youth unemployment is not as big a challenge for policymakers as it had previously been supposed. However, contrary to what was argued by previous NEET studies, university education does not provide a universal safety net from NEET status for all young people. Most of the NEET-unemployed in Russia have tertiary education, and among male university graduates the NEET-unemployment rate increased from 8% to 13% during . One of the possible explanations here could be the low-quality of some Russian universities [Androushchak, Prudnikova, 2011; Roshchin, Rudakov, 2016] . The further contraction of NEET youth and an efficient school-to-work transition should be mainly connected with the reduction of early school leaving rates and the improvement of the quality of 5 tertiary education, which would better translate educational achievements into labour market outcomes.
The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature.
Section 3 presents the data and empirical approach. Section 4 discusses the main empirical findings and Section 5 concludes.
How young people become NEET: a short literature review
Youth employment is often extremely vulnerable. Skills and competencies of young people may not meet the requirements of employers because of a lack of work experience and the sporadic past employment. The latter has multiple causes, among which are fluctuations in business cycles [Eurofound, 2012] , job shopping strategies [Machin, Manning, 1999] , and the combination of education and work.
NEETs are a very heterogeneous group. One part consists of the unemployed who want to find a job, while the other is those who are out of labour force for one reason or another [Eurofound, 2012] . The term NEET emphasizes what young people are not, and it does not reflect the diverse range of situations and challenges that they face [Rose et al., 2012] . Its inclusion into statistical practice led to a serious methodological critique of the NEET concept which highlights the risks of taking researchers attention away from the known vulnerabilities of the youth unemployment (see, for example, [Furlong, 2006;  What does NEETs mean and why is the concept so easily misinterpreted, 2015]). Another important issue is the diversity of ages of NEET youth. NEETs at the age of 16 are high school drop-outs while NEETs at 24 can be those who have completed higher education and face serious problems trying to enter labour market.
That is why NEET indicators are often calculated separately for the age groups 15-19 and 20-24 4 .
Student ratios also usually complicate youth labour market statistics [Wadsworth, 2013] since not all conventionally measured unemployed young people are NEET. In the UK, for example, about 42% of unemployed young people were in some form of education or training [Mirza-Davies, 2015] . Inactive NEETs also are very heterogeneous because individuals have different reasons for non-participation in education and the labour market. Some of them have children or other family members that they need to care for, while others can have some physical disabilities or could not find a job and became desperate. Those who decided to take a short 6 break from education and work are also NEETs, but this latter group of NEET youth is usually small [Eurofound, 2012] . Empirical studies usually reveal that individual characteristics such as low levels of education or its poor quality, exclusion or suspension from school, migrant status, poor physical or mental health, substance abuse, teenage pregnancy, early marriage and early childbirth are associated with higher probability of becoming a NEET [Coles et al., 2002; Eurofound, 2012; Carcillo et al. 2015; Mirza-Davies, 2015; Cornaglia et al., 2012; Baggio et al., 2015; Kelly, McGuinness, 2013] . Some personality traits such as low self-esteem and an external locus of control also matter. [Mendolia, Walker, 2014] . At the same time various family-related characteristics (unemployed parents or parents with low levels of education, large or single parent families, low household incomes, poor housing, living in small, rural or remote settlements) also contribute to becoming a NEET [Bynner, Parsons, 2002; Eurofound, 2012; Britton et al.,2011; Dixon, 2013; Berloffa et al., 2016] .
The theoretical economic model of intergenerational transmissions of socio-economic status from parents to children was introduced in Becker and Tomes [1986] . Heckman and Carneiro argue that the dynamic process of human capital accumulation starts long before formal schooling and depends on family background [Heckman, Carneiro, 2003] . Solon [2004] describes the intergenerational inheritance of worklessness and asserts that human capital is the principle transmitter of incomes across generations. It predicts that sons with workless fathers are likely to have lower educational attainment and poorer cognitive skills, lower potential returns to schooling and are less capable of turning investments into outputs 7 . Applying this theoretical approach, entry into the NEET group can occur because of the initial inequality of opportunities for families to invest into the human capital of their children. This concerns the development of both cognitive and non-cognitive skills. These human capital components further 5 The two notable exceptions are Turkey and Israel, where the NEET rates have dropped dramatically since the middle of 2000s.
Nevertheless, Turkey still remained the OECD country with the highest NEET rate among 15-19 and 20-24 age groups.
7 determine a child's achievements in learning and success in the transition from education to work. Thus, initial socio-economic inequality among families is translated into the NEET status of their children and then will be later reproduced in the socio-economic position of the adults who previously were NEETs. NEETs who are "pre-disposed" to this state by their family background, are sometimes referred to as Core NEETs [Youths NEET Census Report, 2015] .
Studies on the relationship between family characteristics, the formation of various skills and becoming a NEET emerged only recently. For example, Macmillan [2013] uses the British Cohort Study to investigate intergenerational transmission of disadvantage and reveals that noncognitive skills (particularly extroversion, hyperactivity and conscientiousness, measured at age 5 and 10) are important factors that predict future unemployment spells. Gladwell et al. [2016] find that cognitive ability is one of the key predictors of NEET status and explains the persistence in the NEET group. They also find evidence of significant indirect effects of the aspirations of young individuals and their parents in the prevention of NEET status. Alfieri et al.
[2015a] show that parental educational level and support reduce the risk of becoming a NEET.
The concept of NEET was introduced into Russian economic studies only two years ago.
Existing studies on the subject provide general descriptive analysis of NEET youth [Varshavskaya 2016; Blinova, Vyalshina, 2016; Zudina, 2017] . They show that the structure of the Russian NEET group is constantly dominated by those whose connection to the labour market is the weakest -individuals out of the labour force. NEET status is largely associated with low levels of education 8 , rural settlements and the absence of labour market experience.
However no estimates of the association of particular socio-demographic characteristics with the probability of becoming NEET ceteris paribus are provided in these studies. Thus rural youth should be more prone to becoming NEET than urban one ceteris paribus. All these enable the present paper to contribute to the discussion about the socio-demographic components of NEET status and to the human capital formation of NEET youth. 10 Completed educational level variable relates to the educational level received by respondent by the time of interview in a particular year. He or she may still continue education. However, it is important to stress that NEET youth by definition are not studying at the moment of the survey.
Data issues and empirical approach

Data and variables
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As shown by previous studies, NEET youth consist of two different groups -unemployed 
The model
The present paper investigates the socio-demographic characteristics of Russian NEET youth. In particular, I address which characteristics of youth change the probabilities of becoming a NEET. The labour market behaviour variable whose values include employment, full time education and two separate types of NEETs (NEET-unemployed and NEET-inactive) is a nominal dependent variable which suggests the estimation of multinomial choice models.
Choice models are derived from the hypothesis about the maximization of utility which assumes that an individual's choice is the result of the preferences and the alternative chosen has the highest utility 13 .
The multinomial logit model dependent variable, y ,denotes a random variable taking on the values {0; 1; . . . ; j} and x denotes a set of conditioning variables [Wooldridge, 2002] . In present study y is labour market behaviour type and has four different values (the base category was employment), while x contains gender, age, educational level, marital status, settlement type and federal district.
12 According to Russian LFS data the ratio of those youth who were studying and working at the same time was very small -it didn't exceed 2% of all young people aged 15-24 years in the period analyzed. So these young individuals were filtered out from the sample.
13 According to the model's assumption the individual has all the freedom of choice when he takes a decision about particular type of labour market state. In this respect it doesn't analyse the situations of individual's "involuntary" choice when some alternatives are simply unavailable, for example, due to various institutional borders or lack of jobs on the labour market.
However I turn to this type of analysis in order to receive more precise understanding of NEET membership that can be provided only by controlling for observable features of individuals in a regression analysis.
The relationship of interest is described as the ceteris paribus changes in x that affect the response probabilities of y.
If x is a 1 x K vector, then the multinomial logit model has response probabilities
where is K x 1 vector of coefficients, j=1,…,j [ibid] .
The parameters of the model are estimated using the maximum likelihood function.
The model was estimated for five different years (1995, 2000, 2005, 2010 and 2015) in order to examine the dynamics of the relative influence of the characteristics. The magnitudes and signs of the coefficients are not directly informative because they are relative to the base outcome, so the average marginal effects of changing their values on the probability of observing an outcome were estimated 14 .
After the estimation of the general model described above, four alternative models were also estimated. They described the factors of NEET status separately for men, women and urban and rural settlement types in order to examine differences in NEET status across genders and across urban and rural areas. 14 The Stata command 'Margins' based on delta method was employed for the calculation of average marginal effects. In 1995 the ratio of NEET youth among Russian 15-19 year-olds was the highest -13%
NEETs and the
for males and 16% for females. In subsequent years it fell to 5% for both gender groups with females demonstrating a more prominent relative decline of NEET participation rate by 2015. Note:
1 -the indicator is calculated according to the ILO methodology as a % from labour force of age and sex group.
2 -the indicator is calculated according to the ILO methodology as a % from the population of age and sex group.
3 -the indicator is calculated according to the Eurostat methodology as a % from the population of age and sex group.
4 -the indicator is calculated as a % from the population of age and sex group.
The structure of NEETs was constantly dominated by inactive individuals whose connection to the labour market is usually the weakest. They are not actively searching for the job and in this respect normally are excluded from the channels of information about vacancies 13 and employer requirements. However levels of NEET inactivity also steadily declined among 15-19 year-olds during 1995-2015. Females showed more a prominent decrease of the indicator falling from 9% in 1995 to 3,6% in 2015 while the male NEET-inactivity rate fell from 7,4% to 3,5%. The levels of NEET-unemployment rates were smaller than NEET-inactivity rates in both gender groups. In 1995 the ratio of female unemployed NEETs (7%) was relatively higher than that for males. In later years NEET-unemployment rates for both gender groups decreased substantially to 1,9% in 2015. An analysis of the main characteristics of labour market status of youth 20-24 years-old shows similar trends.
In 1995-2015 ILO unemployment rates were quite stable in both gender groups ranging from 14% to 18%. The employment rates of 20-24 year-olds steadily declined. The highest ratio of employed males was in 1995 when about 70% of all men aged 20-24 were employed. This ratio fell to 55% in 2015. Female employment rates decreased from 60% in 1995 to 44,5% in 2015.
In contrast to this, education rates and inactivity rates increased substantially. The former changed from 12% in 1995 to 34-36% in 2015. The latter demonstrated gender differences;
among males the ratio of those who inactive increased from 17% to 36% during 1995-2015 while for females it increased from 28,7% to 47,7%. There was a decline in the economic activity and employment in the group of 20-24 year-olds throughout 1995-2015 and the increase of education rates was the result of several processes. First, 20-24 year-olds were probably the ones who suffered the most from the tough transition of 1990s. In this situation, education became an alternative to employment as a mechanism of delayed labour supply [Roshchin, 2006] . Secondly, since the mid-1990s, expectations for economic returns from professional education of various levels have increased, and consequently, the demand for such education has also risen [ibid] .
NEET rates among 20-24 year-olds in 1995-2015 were higher than for 15-19 year-olds.
For instance, in 1995 almost 20% of males aged 20-24 were NEETs and the corresponding indicator for females of the same age was around 29%. In the subsequent years the ratio of NEETs among males and females decreased. However the number of NEETs remained high. In 2015 the ratio of NEETs among females was around 21% and among males around 13%.
Nevertheless, these figures are far from the maximum NEET rates among 20-24 year-olds around the world [Mirza-Davies, 2015] . Both NEET-unemployment rates and NEET-inactivity rates declined during the period analysed. However males and females have different structures of NEET status. Unemployed NEETs dominate among males while inactive NEETs are overrepresented in females. These differences can be explained by the male breadwinner model which prevails in Russian society. Marriage is one of the reasons for becoming a NEET. Women 14 can exit the labour market after they get married while men remain an active part of the labour force becoming main breadwinner. If they lose their job, they are also more likely to become unemployed, i.e. remain part of the labour market searching for the new job.
The general trends described above point to the differences in NEET participation rates in different socio-economic groups of Russian society. They will be discussed in more detail in the next section of the paper. Table 2 presents general NEET participation rates and NEET-types participation rates for specific ages by gender. NEET participation rates decline during 1995-2015 across all ages although they normally increase with age -at the age of 15 the general NEET rates, and both 15 4,5% 4,1% 2,7% 2,3% 1,5% 3,0% 3,0% 2,2% 1,8% 1,3% 16 9,0% 5,6% 4,6% 2,5% 2,2% 7,9% 6,0% 5,1% 2,2% 2,3% 17 17,2% 13,9% 8,1% 4,6% 4,7% 18,2% 10,9% 9,5% 4,8% 4,4% 18 15, 8% 18,7% 12,1% 9,9% 8,7% 24,1% 20,1% 12,2% 9,4% 8,8% 19 20,4% 19,3% 12,2% 12,3% 11,0% 27,3% 23,9% 16,8% 13,9% 11,9% 20 23,5% 23,9% 15,0% 14,6% 11,3% 26,8% 26,5% 17,9% 16,7% 13,4% 21 19,9% 19,8% 14,3% 15,2% 12,7% 27,5% 28,2% 20,2% 20,1% 17,6% 22 16,4% 19,8% 15,3% 17,0% 14,1% 29,7% 31,1% 24,1% 25,1% 23,3% 23 17,7% 18,2% 14,5% 15,4% 13,7% 28,6% 30,4% 25,8% 26,3% 25,8% 24 18,0% 16,4% 14,4% 14,6% 11,7% 29,7% 31,3% 24,4% 26,9% 24 15 1,1% 0,4% 0,4% 0,0% 0,1% 0,5% 0,3% 0,2% 0,1% 0,2% 16 2,9% 1,3% 0,9% 0,5% 0,5% 1,8% 1,5% 1,0% 0,2% 0,6% 17 7,3% 5,6% 2,5% 1,3% 1,4% 8,0% 3,8% 2,5% 1,5% 1,3% 18 7,1% 7,8% 3,9% 4,2% 2,7% 12,0% 9,1% 5,3% 3,3% 3,1% 19 11,3% 8,7% 5,1% 6,1% 5,2% 12,8% 11,5% 7,4% 5,3% 4,9% 20 15,7% 13,5% 7,3% 8,2% 6,0% 10,6% 11,0% 6,1% 5,9% 4,8% 21 12,8% 11,9% 7,9% 8,8% 7,5% 10,7% 10,6% 6,9% 7,0% 6,4% 22 10,2% 12,7% 8,3% 10,6% 9,2% 11,0% 11,2% 8,5% 8,6% 7,7% 23 11,3% 12,3% 8,3% 9,7% 9,0% 9,8% 10,5% 7,8% 8,6% 8,5% 24 10,7% 10,6% 7,7% 9,0% 7,6% 10,7% 10,7% 6,8% 7,9% 6,5% Age NEET-out of labour force rate Males Females 1995 2000 2005 2015 1995 2000 2005 2015 15 3,4% 3,7% 2,3% 2,3% 1,4% 2,5% 2,6% 2,1% 1,7% 1,1% 16 6,1% 4,2% 3,7% 2,1% 1,7% 6,1% 4,5% 4,0% 2,0% 1,7% 17 9,9% 8,3% 5,6% 3,3% 3,3% 10,2% 7,1% 7,0% 3,3% 3,1% 18 8,7% 10,8% 8,3% 5,8% 6,0% 12,1% 11,0% 7,0% 6,2% 5,7% 19 9,1% 10,5% 7,1% 6,2% 5,8% 14,5% 12,5% 9,4% 8,6% 7,0% 20 7,8% 10,4% 7,6% 6,4% 5,3% 16,2% 15,5% 11,8% 10,9% 8,6% 21 7,1% 7,9% 6,4% 6,4% 5,2% 16,8% 17,5% 13,3% 13,1% 11,3% 22 6,2% 7,2% 7,0% 6,3% 4,9% 18,7% 19,9% 15,7% 16,5% 15,6% 23 6,4% 5,9% 6,2% 5,8% 4,8% 18,8% 19,9% 17,9% 17,7% 17,2% 24 7,3% 5,8% 6,7% 5,6% 4,1% 19,0% 20,6% 17,7% 19 ,0% 18,0% 9,0% 7,5% 4,4% 5,0% 4,5% 8,3% 9,7% 7,5% 8,2% 6,8% Male 9,2% 7,6% 4,4% 5,5% 4,8% 7,9% 10,1% 7,4% 8,8% 7,0% Female 8,7% 7,4% 4,5% 4,5% 4,2% 8,8% 9,3% 7,6% 7,6% 6,6%
NEET participation rates
NEET-out of labour force rate Urban Rural 1995 Rural 2000 Rural 2005 Rural 2010 Rural 2015 Rural 1995 Rural 2000 Rural 2005 Rural 2010 Rural 2015 Total 9,1% 8,7% 6,8% 6,7% 6,0% 13,8% 14,3% 12,3% 11,6% 10,1% Male 6,2% 5,9% 4,6% 4,1% 3,2% 10,4% 12,0% 10,1% 8,4% 7,4% Female 12,1% 11,5% 9,1% 9,4% 8,7% 17,5% 16,9% 14,9% 15,0% 13,2%
NEET-inactivity rates in urban areas are much lower than in rural ones and show a linear decline for both gender groups. Female inactive NEETs appear to be more stable than males since the latter decreased by almost half while the former declined from 12% to 8,7%. There is a slight increase in NEET-inactivity rates in rural areas for males in 2000 which later turned into a decline into subsequent years (from 10% in 1995 to 7% in 2015). NEET-inactivity participation rates for females residing in rural areas are constantly declining during the period (from 17,5% in 1995 to 13,2% in 2015).
The decline of general NEET rates characterizes all educational levels during 1995-2015 (see Table A2 Disaggregation of general NEET rates by educational levels according to NEET types demonstrates that the rate of NEET-unemployment increases with educational level. So young people with university education, technical college education and vocational education have higher levels of NEET-unemployment than youth with lower educational levels. This can be explained by the fact that the latter groups continue to study rather than move to the labour market.
Rates of NEET-unemployment for youth with university education and technical college education also exceed the rates of NEET-inactivity. Thus young people with tertiary education are unemployed NEETs rather than inactive NEETs. This comes as a result of two separate processes happening to NEET-unemployment rates. First, the levels of NEET-unemployment among males with university degrees increased during 1995-2015 from 8% to 13% while their rate of NEET-inactivity remained generally the same. Second, levels of NEET-unemployment among young males with technical college education remained almost twice as high as NEETinactivity during the period analysed. NEET-inactivity rates among females with tertiary education, however, were higher than NEET-unemployment rates throughout the period. NEET males who graduated from university experience problems with finding a job while NEET females with the same levels of education decide to quit the labour market. Levels of NEETunemployment and NEET-inactivity among males and females with vocational education demonstrate similar trends.
Young people with upper secondary education, lower secondary education and primary education have higher levels of NEET-inactivity rates than NEET-unemployment rates so they prefer to exit the labour market than to keep searching for the job. This happens mainly due to the larger NEET-inactivity rates among females with low educational levels. NEET-inactivity rates among males with lower secondary education and primary education also exceed those of NEET-unemployment rates.
A source of the high levels of general NEET rates in various educational groups, described above, is the high NEET-inactivity rates. For instance, the values of NEET-inactivity rates are the highest among young people with vocational education, technical college graduates and university graduates, as well as young people with primary education. So the NEETinactivity rates can be described by a U-shape, where young people with low and high educational levels demonstrate most prominent rates of NEET-inactivity.
Summing up these results it can be stated that age, level of education and type of residence appear to be important characteristics of NEET status in Russia. In the next section of the paper these parameters will be analysed ceteris paribus.
What drives NEET participation rates the most?
Multinomial logit regressions were estimated to analyse the factors of particular NEETtype contrasting it to employment. Firstly, I examine the models estimated for all young people aged 15-24. Table A3 in Appendix shows average marginal effects and levels of significance of the results. Young people at the age of 15 are least likely to become unemployed NEETs. During 1995-2015 the probabilities of becoming unemployed NEETs for them were 6-15% lower than for those who were 24 years old (the base category), and the age of 24 increases the probability of being NEET-unemployed was the highest. Holding all other variables constant, the size and significance of the negative effects decrease across the ages compared to 24 year-olds meaning that the relative risks of NEET-unemployment increase with age. It corresponds with the results of NEET-unemployment rates by age presented in the previous section.
At the beginning of the period males and females had the same probabilities of becoming NEET-unemployed. However, in 2010 and 2015 males were significantly more likely to become unemployed NEETs than females although the size of the effect was very small (less than 1%).
This also corresponds to the analysis of NEET-unemployment rates by gender described above. Rural residents have higher probabilities of becoming NEET-unemployed than urban youth for the most of the period. This is consistent with previous results that demonstrate higher NEET-unemployment rates in urban areas. However, the size of the significant effects is small (1-2%).
In 1995 young people with university education and primary education were most likely to become unemployed NEETs than youth with other educational levels keeping other features constant. However the situation later changed. In 2000 the highest risks for NEETunemployment were for young people with technical college education, vocational education, lower secondary and primary education. In 2010 and 2015 risks of being NEET-unemployed became stronger for university graduates, young people with vocational education and primary education while young people with upper secondary education were least likely to become unemployed NEETs.
The process of becoming NEET-inactive appears to be more transparent. Females experience the majority of NEET-inactivity risks for the most of the period. In 1995-2015 the probability of becoming NEET-inactive for them was 4-6% higher than for males. Similarly to NEET-unemployed, the probability of becoming NEET-inactive also increases with age and reaches its maximum at 24 years old. Married youth are significantly more prone to becoming NEET-inactive (7%-11%). A rural settlement type also increases the probability of being NEETinactive by 4%. University education provides some kind of a safety net from becoming NEETinactive for Russian youth. Primary education, lower secondary education, vocational education and technical college education significantly increase the probability of being NEET-inactive.
The risk of NEET-inactivity is highest among those with primary education -it increases by 12%-16% compared to those who graduated from university.
The multidirectionality of the effects described above marks the principal heterogeneity of the NEET category. That is why I examined the factors of NEET-unemployment and NEETinactivity in more detail, estimating multinomial regression estimations for males and females, and for urban and rural residents. Table A4 Given the persistently higher NEET rates among rural residents, it can be suggested that the effect of characteristics may vary across these groups. Table A5 in the Appendix depicts average marginal effects after multinomial regression estimations conducted on LFS data for urban and rural residents separately. Urban males and females had similar risks of being NEET-unemployed for most of the period. However by 2015 males became slightly more prone to this state than females (the size of the significant average marginal effects is less than 1% in 2010 and 2015). Unmarried urban residents are more likely to become unemployed NEETs than married ones. The risks of becoming NEET-unemployed associated with age become more evenly distributed over time.
The direction and size of the effects of educational levels also changes significantly 1995-2015.
Nevertheless, despite all these differences, the risks of NEET-unemployment are connected to higher education and vocational education. NEET-inactivity among urban youth is influenced by gender, age and marital status. Females are 4%-6% more likely to become inactive NEETs. In urban areas, risks of NEET-inactivity in most cases are concentrated among 15-17 year-olds.
Young urban residents who are older than that are less likely to become inactive NEETs.
Marriage status appears to be one of the important factors of NEET-inactivity as well. Married urban residents are 7%-9% more likely to become inactive NEETs. Risks of NEET-inactivity are also concentrated among those urban residents who have only primary education (9%-14%).
Urban residents with upper secondary education are least likely to become inactive NEETs.
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Among rural residents males are slightly more prone to becoming NEET-unemployed by the end of period; however the size of the effect is less than 1%. The effect of marriage on NEET-unemployment in rural areas is mostly insignificant. Age has no consistent effect on being NEET-employed in rural areas. In 1995, 2000 and 2015 the risks of being NEETunemployed were concentrated among those who are older than 18-19 while in the middle of the period it was those 23-24. Young people with vocational education are significantly more likely to become unemployed NEETs in rural areas than those with higher education. By 2015 all other educational levels have negative average marginal effects compared to the level of university education.
NEET-inactivity among young rural residents has a significant connection to age, gender, marital status and education. The probability of NEET-inactivity significantly increases for females by 4%-8%. In 2005-2015 risks of NEET-inactivity become concentrated among rural residents of 24 while previously they were distributed evenly across young individuals of all ages. Marriage increases the probability of NEET-inactivity for rural residents by 8%-14%.
Education is one of the most prominent factors of NEET-inactivity in rural areas. Higher education significantly reduces the probability of NEET-inactivity. Most of the risks are attributed to those young rural residents who have only primary education. The corresponding probabilities are 17%-25% higher compared to university graduates.
Conclusion
This paper examines socio-demographic characteristics of NEETs in Russia during 1995-2015 and investigates the effect of education ceteris paribus.
The results demonstrate that the story behind NEET category formation in Russia has two parts, both related to human capital formation. The first is devoted to the peculiarities of NEETunemployment which describes job searches for those who completed professional education of one level or another. These are mostly young people in their 20s who received university education or vocational education. After graduation they entered labour market and experienced difficulties finding a job. Unfortunately, one cannot divide this category according to noncognitive skills or the quality of education due to the limitations of the data. Nevertheless, regression estimations show that university education does not bring any prominent decrease of NEET-unemployment risks even for rural residents which signifies the poor quality of education that was completed by unemployed NEETs. One can assume that most unemployed NEETs are disadvantaged youth who received education of low quality or who do not have enough skills or opportunities to become employed even after their education. However, the ratio of unemployed 23 NEETs is constantly decreasing which is why further NEET studies need to analyse whether young unemployed NEETs manage to find a job after all, or whether they exit the labour market.
The other part of the story about Russian NEETs is inactive NEETs. This type of NEET constantly dominates the structure of Russian youth who are outside the labour market and educational system and the rates of its reduction are slower. According to LFS data inactive NEETs leave the educational system and the labour market mainly due to the changes in their marital status. Participation rates of inactive NEETs are higher and appear to be more stable among females and marriage is one of the most significant factors of NEET-inactivity in all the specifications estimated. Nevertheless NEET-inactivity participation rates in urban areas are much lower than in rural areas. One of the important factors in NEET-inactivity is educational level. Higher education provides some kind of a safety net from NEET-inactivity for Russian youth. Risks of NEET-inactivity are concentrated among those who have only primary education; the corresponding probabilities are 12%-17% higher compared to university graduates, and the size of the effect becomes even more pronounced for rural residents and females. NEET-inactivity, in this respect, accumulates those who do not have enough education to compete for a job in the labour market and thus choose to devote their time to family.
The study also points to the stratified character of Russian higher educational system. It does not provide universal protection from becoming a NEET for Russian youth. This contradicts previous studies which highlighted that university education is not normally associated with NEETs [Eurofound, 2012] . On the other hand, labour market problems of graduate NEET-unemployed once again highlight the existing discrepancy between the educational system and labour market requirements in Russia for those who receive education of poor quality [Androushchak, Prudnikova, 2011; Roshchin, Rudakov, 2016] . In this respect the educational system in general is not the best solution to the problems of NEETs since increasing education rates only postpones the transition to NEET status after graduation for some Russian youth. Social policy and labour market policy should be aimed at the improvement of the quality of tertiary education and at an efficient school-to-work transition which would help translating the educational achievements of youth into successful labour market outcomes. у="NEETunemployment" у="NEET-out of labour force" AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE у="NEET-out of labour force" AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE AME SE -11181,71 -20406,322 -20569,842 -51688,198 -35332,842 Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Table A5 . Determinants of NEET status, by urban-rural residence. Multinomial logit regression estimations results. LFS, 1995-2015. Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
